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DETAILED ACTION 

Status of Claims 

1 . Claims 68-77, 84-87, and 92-99 are pending. 

2. Claims 68-77, 84-87. and 92-99 are rejected. 

3. Claims 78-83 and 88-91 are canceled as per the amendment of February 2, 
2004. 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicants' arguments filed February 2, 2004 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. Applicants present the following arguments. First, applicants allege 
that Carson et al. and Ashida et al. do not teach nor suggest resveratrol disclosed 
therein maybe administered orally or parenterally as a microemulsion for the inhibition 
of cellular events associated with tumor initiation. 

5. First, applicants allege that Carson et al. and Ashida et al. do not teach nor 
suggest resveratrol disclosed therein maybe administered orally or parenterally as a 
microemulsion for the inhibition of cellular events associated with tumor initiation. 
Applicants also purport that Carson et al. teaches the use for resveratrol for topical 
application rather than oral or parenteral administration as disclosed by applicants' 
invention. 

6. However, the instantly filed claims are composition claims of resveratrol and 
emollients, the prior art references of Carson et al. and Ashida et al., which also teach 
of composition claims that contain the very same compound of resveratrol as well as 
emollients, do in fact render the instant obvious. In addition, Carson et al. also teach of 
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topical formulations that include resveratrol. Applicant attempts to limit the independent 
claims with the incorporation of an intended use recitation. Moreover, a recitation of the 
intended use of the claimed invention must result in a structural difference between the 
claimed invention and the prior art in order to patentably distinguish the claimed 
invention from the prior art. If the prior art structure is capable of performing the 
intended use, then it meets the claim. In a claim drawn to a process of making, the 
intended use must result in a manipulative difference as compared to the prior art. See 
In re Casey, 152 USPQ 235 (CCPA 1967) and In re Otto, 136 USPQ 458, 459 (CCPA 
1963). The instant claims are composition claims, which contain resveratrol and 
emollients for topical use. The prior art references of Carson et al. and Ashida et al. 
teach of composition claims that contain the very same compound of resveratrol as well 
as emollients. Furthemiore, Carson et al. also teach of topical formulations that include 
resveratrol. For these reasons and the reasons of record, the instant claims are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Carson et al. of U.S. Patent 
No. 6,270,780 and also under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ashida of 
JP 4093288410 A, which has a publication date of December 22, 1997, are maintained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

7. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
nnaking and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled In the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 
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8. The rejection of claims 68-77, 84-87, 92, and 94-99 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, because the specification, while being enabling for treating 
skin conditions, diseases, disorders associated with inflammation of psoriasis, contact 
dermatitis, atopic dermatitis, actinic keratosis, keratinization disorders, epidermolysis 
bullosa diseases, exfoliative dermatitis, seborrheic dermatitis, erythemas, discoid lupus 
erythematosus, dermatomyositis, does not reasonably provide enablement for treating 
other types of skin conditions, diseases, disorders associated with inflammation, 
including skin cancer as well as inhibiting cellular events associated with tumor 
initiation, promotion, and progression. The specification does not enable any person 
skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make 
the invention commensurate in scope with these claims. 

The factors to be considered in determining whether a disclosure meets the 
enablement requirement of 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, have been described in In re 
Wands, 8 USPQ2d 1400 (Fed. Cir. 1988). Among these factors are: (1) the nature of 
the invention; (2) the state of the prior art; (3) the relative skill of those in the art; (4) the 
predictability or unpredictability of the art; (5) the breadth of the claims; (6) the amount 
of direction or guidance presented; (7) the presence or absence of working examples; 
and (8) the quantity of experimentation necessary. When the above factors are 
weighed, it is the examiner's position that one skilled in the art could not practice the 
invention without undue experimentation. 



(1) The nature of the invention: 
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The instant invention is directed to pliarmaceutical compositions of resveratrol 
that are used In the treatment of skin conditions, diseases, disorders associated with 
inflammation, namely psoriasis, contact dermatitis, atopic demiatltis, actinic keratosis, 
keratinization disorders, epidermolysis bullosa diseases, exfoliative demriatitis, 
seborrheic dermatitis, erythemas, discoid lupus erythematosus, dermatomyositls. 

(2) The state of the prior art 

The compounds of the inventions are pharmaceuticals compositions of 
resveratrol. However, the prior art does not teach that these compositions possess 
these types of properties, see Carson et al. of U.S. Patent No. 6,270,780. In addition. 
Internal Medicine, 4"* Edition, Editor-in-Chief Jay Stein, Chapters 71-72, pages 699-715, 
teaches that the various types of cancers have different causative agents, involve 
different cellular mechanisms, and, consequently, differ in treatment protocol. 

(3) The relative skill of those in the art 

The relative skill of those in the art of phamriaceuticals is high. 

(4) The predictability or unpredictability of the art 

The unpredictability of the pharmaceutical art is very high. In fact, the courts 
have made a distinction between mechanical elements function the same in different 
circumstances, yielding predictable results, chemical and biological compounds often 
react unpredictably under different circumstances. Nationwide Chem. Corp. v. Wright . 
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458 F. Supp. 828. 839, 192 USPQ 95, 105(M.D. Fla. 1976); AfTd 584 F.2d 714, 200 
USPQ 257 (5'^ Cir. 1978); In re Fis cher. 427 F.2d 833, 839, 166 USPQ 10. 24 (CCPA 
1970). Thus, the physiological activity of a chemical or biological compound is 
considered to be an unpredictable art. For example, in Ex Parte Sudilovskv . the Court 
held that Appellant's invention directed to a method for preventing or treating a disease 
known as tardive dyskinesia using an angiotensin converting enzyme inhibitor involved 
unpredictable art because it concerned the phamiaceutical activity of the compound. 21 
USPQ2d 1702, 1704-5 (BDAI 1991); In re Fisher . 427 F.2d 1557. 1562. 29 USPQ. 22 
(holding that the physiological activity of compositions of adrenocorticotropic hormones 
was unpredictable artO; In re Wright . 999 F.2d 1557. 1562. 29 USPQ d, 1570. 1513-14 
(Fed. Cir. 1993) (holding that the physiological activity of RNA viruses was 
unpredictable art); Ex Parte Hitzeman . 9 USPQ2d 1821, 1823 (BDA1 1987); Ex Parte 
Singh . 17 USPQ2d 1714, 1715, 1716 (BPA1 1990). Likewise, the physiological or 
phamiaceutical activity of resveratrol for the treatment of skin conditions, diseases, 
disorders associated with inflammation as well as inhibiting cellular events associated 
with tumor initiation, promotion, and progression are not supported in the instant 
specification other than with psoriasis, contact dennatitis, atopic dermatitis, actinic 
keratosis, keratinization disorders, epidermolysis bullosa diseases, exfoliative 
dermatitis, seborrheic dermatitis, erythemas, discoid lupus erythematosus, 
dermatomyositis. 



(5) The breadth of the claims 
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The instant claims are very broad. For instance, claim 68 is directed to the 
topical pharmaceutical compositions of resveratrol that are used in the treatment of skin 
conditions, diseases, disorders associated with inflammation as well as Inhibiting 
cellular events associated with tumor initiation, promotion, and progression. The 
breadth of claims was a factor in Amqen v. Chuaai Pharm. Co. . 927 F.2d 1200, 18 
USPQ2d (Fed. Cir.),cert. Denied, 502 U.S. 856 (1991). In the Amgen case, the patent 
claims were directed to DNA sequences that encoded amino acid sequences. Because 
a very small change in the amino acid sequence of a protein can result in a very large 
change in the structure-function activity of a protein and because the laws of protein 
folding are in such a primitive state, predicting protein structure (and hence, activity) 
while knowing only the sequence of the protein is akin to predicting the weather for a 
date in the future. 

The cancer therapy art remains highly unpredictable, and no example exists for 
the efficacy of a single product against tumors generally. Specifically, Internal Medicine, 
4'" Edition, Editor-in-Chief Jay Stein, Chapters 71-72, pages 699-715, teaches that the 
various types of cancers have different causative agents, involve different cellular 
mechanisms, and, consequently, differ in treatment protocol. It is also known that 
certain tumors are dependent upon estrogen for their induction or stimulation (e.g. 
breast tumors) and others are not. 

(6) The amount of direction or guidance presented 
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The amount of guidance or direction needed to enable the invention is inversely 
related to the degree of predictability in the art. In re Fisher . 839, 166 USPQ 24. Thus, 
although a single embodiment may provide broad enablement in cases involving 
predictable factors, such as mechanical or electrical elements, in cases involving 
unpredictable factors, such as most chemical reactions and physiological activity, more 
teaching or guidance is required. In re Fischer . 427 F.2d 839, 166 USPQ 24; Ex Parte 
Hitzeman . 9 USPQ 2d 1823. For example, the Federal Circuit detennined that, given 
the unpredictability of the physiological activity of RNA viruses, a specification requires 
more than a general description and a single embodiment to provide an enabling 
disclosure for a method of protecting an organism against RNA viruses. In re Wrioht. 
999 F.2d 1562-63, 27 USPQ2d 1575. The specification provides no guidance, in the 
way of enablement for phamiaceutical compositions of resveratrol that are used in the 
treatment of skin conditions, diseases, disorders associated with inflammation as well 
as inhibiting cellular events associated with tumor initiation, promotion, and progression 
other than employing these topical pharmaceutical compositions for the treatment of 
skin conditions, diseases, disorders associated with inflammation of psoriasis, contact 
dermatitis, atopic dermatitis, actinic keratosis, keratinization disorders, epidermolysis 
bullosa diseases, exfoliative dermatitis, seborrheic dermatitis, erythemas, discoid lupus 
erythematosus, dermatomyositis. In re Fisher . 427 F.2d 833, 166 USPQ 18 (CCPA 
1970) (contrasting mechanical and electrical elements with chemical reactions and 
physiological activity). See also In re Wright . 999 F.2d 1557, 27 USPQ2d 1510 (Fed. 
Cir. 1993); In re Vaeck . 947 F.2d 488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991). This is 
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because it is not obvious from the disclosure of one species, what other species will 
worl<. In re Dreshfield . 110 F.2d 235, 45 USPQ 36 (CCPA 1940), gives this general rule: 
"It is well settled that in cases involving chemicals and chemical compounds, which 
differ radically in their properties it must appear in an applicant's specification either by 
the enumeration of a sufficient number of the members of a group or by other 
appropriate language, that the chemicals or chemical combinations included in the 
claims are capable of accomplishing the desired result." The article "Broader than the 
Disclosure in Chemical Cases," 31 J.P.O.S. 5, by Samuel S. Levin covers this subject in 
detail. A disclosure should contain representative examples, which provide reasonable 
assurance to one skilled in the art that the compounds fall within the scope of a claim 
will possess the alleged activity. See In re Riat et al. (CCPA 1964) 327 F2d 685, 140 
USPQ 471; InreBan-etal. (CCPA 1971) 444 F 2d 349, 151 USPQ 724. 

(7) The presence or absence of working examples 

As stated above, the specification discloses topical phamiaceutical fomiulations 
of resveratrol that are useful in the treatment of skin conditions, diseases, disorders 
associated with inflammation as well as inhibiting cellular events associated with tumor 
initiation, promotion, and progression. However, the instant specification only has 
enablement for the treatment of skin conditions, diseases, disorders associated with 
inflammation for psoriasis, contact demnatitis. atopic dermatitis, actinic keratosis, 
keratinization disorders, epidermolysis bullosa diseases, exfoliative dermatitis, 
seborriieic dermatitis, erythemas, discoid lupus erythematosus, denmatomyositis. 
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In addition, applicant has provided no guidance or working examples teaching 
one sl<illed in the art how to determine which of the countless products used in claim(s) 
would be effective against skin cancer. As evidenced by the references noted above, 
one would not expect all of the compounds of the instant invention to be effective 
against all tumors. 

(8) The quantity of experimentation necessary 

The quantity of experimentation needed to be performed by one skilled in the art 
is yet another factor involved In the determining whether "undue experimentation" is 
required to make and use the instant invention. "The test is not merely quantitative, 
since a considerable amount of experimentation is pennissible, if it is merely routine, or 
if the specification in question provides a reasonable amount of guidance with respect to 
the direction in which the experimentation should proceed.'" In re Wands . 858 F.2d 737, 
8 USPQ2d 1404 (citing In re Anqstadt . 537 F.2d 489, 502-04. 190 USPQ 214, 218 
(CCPA 1976)). For these reasons, one of ordinary skill In the art would be burdened 
with undue "painstaking experimentation study" to detemriine how these topical 
pharmaceutical formulations of resveratrol that would be enabled in this specification. 

Therefore, based on the unpredictable nature of the invention and state of the 
prior art, the lack of guidance and working examples, and the extreme breadth of the 
claims, one skilled In the art could not use the entire scope of the claimed invention 
without undue experimentation. 
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9. Claims 68-77, 84-87, 92. and 94-99 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first 
paragraph, as falling to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) 
contains subject matter, which was not described in the specification in such a way as 
to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time 
the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

1 0. Regents of the University of California v. Eli Lilly & Co... 1 19 F.3d 1559, 1568 
(Fed. Cir. 1997). cert, denied. 523 U.S. 1089, 118 S.a. 1548 (1980), holds that an 
adequate written description requires a precise definition, such as by stmcture, formula, 
chemical name, or physical properties, "not a mere wish or plan for obtaining the 
claimed chemical invention." Eli Lilly, 119 F.Sd at 1566. The Federal Circuit has 
adopted the standard set forth in the Patent and Trademark Office ("PTO") Guidelines 
tor Examination of Patent Applications Under the 35 U.S.C. 112, 1 "Written Description" 
Requirement ("Guidelines"), 66 Fed. Reg. 1099 (Jan. 5, 2001), which state that the 
written description requirement can be met by "showing that an invention is complete by 
disclosure of sufficiently detailed, relevant identifying characteristics, "including, inter 
alia, "functional characteristics when coupled with a known or disclosed correlation 
between function and structure...." Enzo Biochem. Inc. v. Gen-Probe., 296 F.3d, 316, 
1324-25 (Fed. Cir. 2002) (quoting Guidelines, 66 Fed. Reg. At 1106 (emphasis added)). 
Moreover, although Eli Lilly and Enzo were decided within the factual context of DNA 
sequences, this does not preclude extending the reasoning of those cases to chemical 
structures in general. Univ. of Rochester v. G.D. Searie & Co.. 249 F. Supp.2d 216. 
225 (W.D.N.Y 2003). 
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1 1 . There is Insufficient descriptive support for tfie plirases 'Ireating sicin conditions, 
disorders, and disease associated witfi inflammation" and "inhibiting cellular events 
associated with tumor initiation, promotion, and progression". In addition, the instant 
specification does not describe what is meant by the phrases "treating skin conditions, 
disorders, and disease associated with inflammation" and "inhibiting cellular events 
associated with tumor initiation, promotion, and progression". Structural identifying 
characteristics of the phrases "treating skin conditions, disorders, and disease 
associated with inflammation" and "inhibiting cellular events associated with tumor 
initiation, promotion, and progression" are not disclosed. There is no evidence that 
there is any per se structure/function relationship between the phrases "treating skin 
conditions, disorders, and disease associated with inflammation" and "Inhibiting cellular 
events associated with tumor initiation, promotion, and progression". The instant 
specification does provide an adequate written description for the phrases "treating skin 
conditions, disorders, and disease associated with inflammation" and "inhibiting cellular 
events associated with tumor initiation, promotion, and progression". Accordingly, these 
claims fail to comply with the written description requirement. 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 102 

1 2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made In this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the Invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the 
United States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application 
by another who has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2). and (4) of section 371(c) of this 
title before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent. 
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1 3. The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 1 02(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act 
of 1999 (AlPA) and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical 
Amendments Act of 2002 do not apply when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting 
directly or indirectly from an international application filed before November 29, 2000. 
Therefore, the prior art date of the reference is detenmined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior 
to the amendment by the AlPA (pre-AlPA 35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 

14. Claims 68, 84-87, 92-95, 98, and 99 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being clearly anticipated by Carson at al. of U.S. Patent No. 6,270,780, possessing an 
effective filing date of July 25, 19971997 is maintained and repeated for both the above- 
stated and reasons of record. Carson et al. teach of topical compositions of resveratrol 
in amounts ranging from about 0.0002 to about 10 % by weight of the composition, (see 
column 4, lines 1 3-1 5). Carson et al. also teach of using various types of emollients 
such as polyethylene glycol as well as various other types of emollients, (see from 
column 5, line 49 to column 6, line 37). Carson et al. also teach of the presence of 
polyols, ( see column 4, lines 28-33), silicone compounds (see column 5, lines 49-54), 
water (see column 4, lines 26, and 44-49), and propylene glycol, (column 6, line 5). 
Carson et al. also teach that these compounds may be formulated in lotions, creams or 
even a gel, (see column 6, lines 50-63). Accordingly, Carson et al. provides the skilled 
artisan with the motivation to vary the amounts as well as the excipients in the topical 
formulation disclosed by Carson et al. Moreover, a recitation of the intended use of the 
claimed invention must result in a structural difference between the claimed invention 
and the prior art in order to patentably distinguish the claimed invention from the prior 
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art. If the prior art structure is capable of performing the intended use. then it meets the 
claim. In a claim drawn to a process of making, the intended use must result in a 
manipulative difference as compared to the prior art. See In re Casey, 152 USPQ 235 
(CCPA 1967) and In re Otto, 136 USPQ 458. 459 (CCPA 1963). 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

1 5. Claims 68 and 92 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(b) as being clearly 
anticipated by Hou. R. of CN 127070 A of July 24, 1996. Hou. R. teaches of a 
composition that contains resveratrol. Hou. R. also teaches that the resveratrol may be 
administered orally, (see abstract). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which fornis the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences betwreen the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary sk\\\ in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1 7. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application Indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 
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18. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the Inventor and Invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

19. The rejection of claims 68-77, 84-87, and 92-99 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Carson et al. of U.S. Patent No. 6,270.780, possessing an effective 
filing date of July 25, 19971997 Is maintained and repeated for both the above-stated 
and reasons of record. Carson et al. teach of topical compositions of resveratrol in 
amounts ranging from about 0.0002 to about 10 % by weight of the composition, (see 
column 4, lines 13-15). Carson et al. also teach of using various types of emollients 
such as polyethylene glycol as well as various other types of emollients, (see from 
column 5, line 49 to column 6, line 37). Carson et al. also teach of the presence of 
polyols, ( see column 4, lines 28-33), silicone compounds (see column 5, lines 49-54), 
water (see column 4, lines 26, and 44-49), and propylene glycol, (column 6, line 5). 
Carson et al. also teach that these compounds may be formulated in lotions, creams or 
even a gel, (see column 6, lines 50-63). Carson et al. also teach that these compounds 
may be formulated in lotions, creams or even a gel, (see column 6, lines 50-63). The 
instant composition differs in the specific range of dosages claimed. The detemiinatlon 
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of a dosage having tlie optimum tlierapeutic index is well within the purview of the 
skilled artisan in the art, and the artisan would be motivated to determine optimum 
amounts to get the maximum effect of the drug. Accordingly, Carson et al. provides the 
skilled artisan with the motivation to vary the amounts as well as the excipients In the 
topical fonnulation disclosed by Carson et al. Moreover, a recitation of the Intended use 
of the claimed invention must result in a structural difference between the claimed 
Invention and the prior art in order to patentably distinguish the claimed invention from 
the prior art. If the prior art structure is capable of perfomiing the intended use, then it 
meets the claim. In a claim drawn to a process of making, the intended use must result 
in a manipulative difference as compared to the prior art. See In re Casey, 152 
USPQ 235 (CCPA 1967) and In re Otto, 136 USPQ 458, 459 (CCPA 1963). 
20. The rejection of claims 68-77, 84-87, and 92-99 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ashlda of JP 4093288410 A, which has a publication date of 
December 22, 1997 is maintained and repeated for both the above-stated and reasons 
of record. Ashida discloses of a cosmetic formulation, which contains resveratrol in 
amounts ranging from about 0.001 to 5 wt. %, (see abstract). Although Ashida may be 
silent to the derivatives of resveratrol as well as the specific pharmaceutically 
acceptable excipients and emollients. It Is well within the level of the skilled artisan to 
determine optimum amounts of the active ingredient and also with the types and 
amounts of the phamnaceutically acceptable excipients, diluents, emollients, etc.. The 
detemiination of a dosage having the optimum therapeutic index is well within the 
purview of the skilled artisan in the art, and the artisan would be motivated to determine 
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optimum amounts to get the maximum effect of the drug. Accordingly, the skilled 
artisan is provided with the motivation to vary the amounts as well as the excipients in 
the topical fomriulatlon disclosed by Ashida. Moreover, a recitation of the intended use 
of the claimed invention must result in a structural difference between the claimed 
invention and the prior art in order to patentably distinguish the claimed invention from 
the prior art. If the prior art structure is capable of perfomning the intended use, then it 
meets the claim. In a claim drawn to a process of making, the intended use must result 
in a manipulative difference as compared to the prior art. See In re Casey, 152 
USPQ 235 (CCPA 1967) and In re Otto, 136 USPQ 458. 459 (CCPA 1963). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to D. C. Jones whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
0578. The examiner can normally be reached on Mondays, Tuesdays, Thursday, and 
Fridays from 8:30 am to 6:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Marianne Seidel, may be reached at (571 ) 272-0584. The official fax No. for 
correspondence Is (703) 872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications may be obtained from Private PAIR 
only. For more information about PAIR system, see http://pair-d irect. uspto.oov Should 
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you have any questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
\Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll free). 



